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Art Unit: 1644 

The reply filed on 5/4/01 is not fully responsive to the prior Office action because of the 
following omission(s) or matter(s):the amendment filed on /4/01 (paper 25) is non-responsive 
because it fails to meet the requirements of 37 CFR 1.121. The clean copy and marked up 
version of the claims do not correspond. 

For example in claim 13 part (a) (ii) recites the phrase "whereby said T cell proliferates in 
response to said peptide". This phrase does not appear in the marked up version. 

Also the marked up copy of claim 14 show nothing inserted or deleted. Was the claim 
reiterated? 

Applicant should consider the amendment of 5/4/01 as unentered. 

Furthermore applicant's traverse of the prior art rejection of record is non-responsive. 
The rejection of claims 13-14 was stated over Garman et al (5,820,862) in view of Bhardwaj et al 
(J. Clin, Invest. 1994) and Mackay et al (5,648,219). Applicant did not address the teaching of 
Mackay et al with respect to claims 13-14 . See 37 CFR 1.111. Since the above-mentioned reply 
appears to be bona fide, applicant is given a TIME PERIOD of ONE (1) MONTH or THIRTY 
(30) DAYS from the mailing date of this notice, whichever is longer, within which to supply the 
omission or correction in order to avoid abandonment. EXTENSIONS OF THIS TIME PERIOD 
MAY BE GRANTED UNDER 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

The rejection of claim 17 (amendment claim 12 of copending Ser.No. 09/255,505) was 
stated over Wonthington et al in view of Bhardwaj et al, Schuler et al and Mackay et al 
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Applicant's traverse has not discussed the teachings of Worthington et al, Bhardwaj et al or 
Schuler et al with respect to this rejection. 

Furthermore upon cursory review applicant's discussion of the previously and the newly 
presented references is confusing and disjointed. For example, applicant argues adherent 
monocyte derived Dcs are crucial to the instant invention (pages 6-7), however any comments 
applicant has made in this regard cannot be applied to a new claim 17 which recites nothing 
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about "adherent monocyte-derived" DCs. 
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